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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Acknowledgment is made to applicant's amendment of claims 9, 11, 17, 23, 28, 
29, 30, and 32. No new matter has been added. The rejection of these claims under 
USC 112 presented in the previous office action is withdrawn. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 34 is objected to because of the following informalities: The claim is 
currently listed as previously presented; however, the examiner believes this claim 
should be identified as withdrawn given applicants response filed 09/10/2008 to the 
election restriction requirement that the claim is not included in the claims that read 
upon the elected species. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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5. Claims 1,3-5, 8, 11, 12, 23, 24, 26-30, 32, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Lammon (Pub No 2003/0042643) in view of Jourquin 
et al. (PN 5662996). 

a. With regards to claim 1 , Lammon teaches a method for forming panels 
(trim) for automobiles in which a thin skin, a plastic foam, and a substrate are 
formed together with the foam connected between the skin and substrate (H 
0002). Lammon teaches that the mold used contains two mold parts that are 
moveable with one another to form a mold cavity when closed, and that the thin 
skin and substrate are formed in the open position as well as the foamable 
material being placed between the two formed layers where polyurethane is 
foamed and cured in the closed position after which the mold is opened and the 
part is removed flj 0005). Lammon does not teach that the substrate layer is 
formed from a spray process. 

b. Jourquin teaches a method for forming a three layer polyurethane trim part 
comprising a flexible skin, polyurethane foam, and a rigid backing (abstract) 
similar to the one taught by Lammon. Jourquin teaches that the rigid backing 
substrate can be formed by either injection molding or spraying, and that 
spraying is a low pressure technique (col 4 In 57-67). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
spray the rigid substrate of Lammon in the open mold, because spraying is an art 
recognized equivalent method of producing the rigid backing substrate and 
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provides a low pressure method for applying the plastic which is safer than high 
pressure methods. 

c. With regards to claim 3, Lammon teaches applying a flowable material to 
form the substrate to the second mold surface fl| 0005). 

d. With regards to claim 4, Lammon teaches that the substrate layer can be 
made of any suitable plastic material, but does not explicitly teach using 
polyurethane. Jourquin teaches a method for making a three layer trim part 
(abstract) similar to the part taught by Lammon in which the rigid substrate layer 
is made from polyurethane (col 5 In 5-7). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to form the substrate 
layer of Lammon with polyurethane as taught by Jourquin as such is an art 
recognized material for the rigid backing of automobile trim components. 

e. With regards to claim 5, Lammon in view of Jourquin as applied to claim 1 
above teaches using spray molding techniques to apply the rigid substrate layer. 

f. With regards to claim 8, Lammon teaches applying a flowable material to 
the mold portion to form the flexible skin and reacting this material to harden to 
form the skin layer fl| 0029). 

g. With regards to claim 1 1 , Lammon teaches that the substrate layer 
includes fiber reinforcement to desired physical property or characteristic (H 
0046). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply more fiber reinforcement to areas of the trim 
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part that experience more stress due to use in the vehicles and strain applied by 
attachment to the vehicle to protect the article from failure. 

h. With regards to claim 12, Lammon teaches that the mold is formed by two 
halves that correspond to form a desired shape of a laminated part fl[ 0021 ). 

i. With regards to claim 23, Lammon does not teach that there is a contact 
zone between the two outer layers when forming the composite part; however it 
would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have a contact zone between the two layers to ensure that the middle 
layer of foam was not visible around the edges of the composite trim panel as 
this would detract from the aesthetic value of the trim panel. As such Lammon 
does not teach a specific thickness of the skin or substrate layer; however 
Jourquin teaches that the typical thickness for the skin layer is 0.3-1 .3 mm (col 4 
In 36-37). It would have been obvious to have a contact zone of at least the 
thickness of the skin layer so that a complete seal is formed simply by contacting 
the end of the skin layer to the rigid substrate resulting in a contact zone of 0.3- 

1 .3 mm thick by 0.3-1 .3 mm wide. 

j. With regards to claim 24, Lammon does not teach that the two outside 
layers are not completely hardened when brought together for the foaming step; 
however it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have the two outer layers not fully set in order to 
promote the adhesive abilities of the foam to secure the two outer layers 
together. 
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k. With regards to claim 26, Lammon in view of Jourquin as applied to claim 
23 above teaches that the sprayed skin layer is contacted to the substrate which 
would require a leading outside edge of thickness and width equal to at least the 
thickness of the skin itself of 0.3-1 .3 mm. 

I. With regards to claim 27, Lammon in view of Jourquin as applied to claim 
23 above does not teach that the contact zone is heated to a higher temperature 
than the rest of the mold; however, this would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to ensure thorough 
curing and hardening of the area of the composite that seals the foam from the 
outside ensuring that there is a consistent product seal surrounding the trim part 
to prevent the part from being rejected. 

m. With regards to claim 28, Lammon does not teach specific characteristics 
of the components; however Jourquin teaches that the flexural modulus of the 
substrate layer is 600 N/mm 2 (col 9 In 13, 600 N/mm 2 is 600 MPa). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the rigid substrate characteristics taught by Jourquin in the substrate 
taught by Lammon as Lammon does not provide any specifics for the 
characteristics and Jourquin teaches a similar product with the same use. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a flexible skin layer with a modulus less than 100 
MPa as Lammon refers to the layer being flexible (H 0015) the degree to which is 
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a result effective variable to the flexibility of the final product and the aesthetic 
touch characteristics of the product. 

n. With regards to claim 29, Lammon does not teach specific characteristics 
of the components; however Jourquin teaches that the foam layer thickness is 
equal to 2 to 3 mm (col 1 In 33-35). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the foam layer 
characteristics taught by Jourquin in the foam taught by Lammon as Lammon 
does not provide any specifics for the characteristics and Jourquin teaches a 
similar product with the same use. 

o. With regards to claim 30, Lammon does not teach specific characteristics 
of the components; however Jourquin teaches that the skin layer density is equal 
to 450 grams per liter (col 6 In 45, 450 grams per liter is equal to 450 kilograms 
per cubic meter). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use the skin layer characteristics taught by 
Jourquin in the skin layer taught by Lammon as Lammon does not provide any 
specifics for the characteristics and Jourquin teaches a similar product with the 
same use. 

p. With regards to claim 32, Lammon does not teach specific characteristics 
of the components; however Jourquin teaches that the skin layer thickness is 
equal to 0.3-1 .3 mm (col 4 In 36-37). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the skin layer 
characteristics taught by Jourquin in the skin layer taught by Lammon as 
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Lammon does not provide any specifics for the characteristics and Jourquin 
teaches a similar product with the same use. 

q. With regards to claim 33, Lammon teaches that the skin layer reactive 

mixture is sprayed onto the mold surface fl| 0029). 
6. Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lammon (Pub No 2003/0042643) in view of Jourquin et al. (PN 5662996) as applied to 
claim 8 above, and further in view of Takahashi et al. (PN 4904429). 

a. With regards to claims 9 and 10, Lammon in view of Jourquin as applied 
to claim 8 above teaches a method for forming a composite trim panel from two 
mold halves joined together in a molding process with foam between the two 
formed substrates, but does not teach that there is an electrical or mechanical 
component embedded in the material of the substrate layer that connects to the 
back of the trim part. 

b. Takahashi teaches a method for including an electrical part in a panel for 
a vehicle in which the electrical part is embedded in the panel (abstract). 
Takahashi teaches that the electrical part is embedded by including the part in 
two parts mounted to two opposite mold portions that come together to connect 
and the electrical component is surrounded by foamable material (col 2 In 61- col 
3 In 10). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to embed each piece of the two part system in the 
respective layer formed in each piece of the two part mold to form the complete 
electrical system when brought together in the process taught by Lammon, 
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because doing so allows for the embedment of necessary electrical components 

in the trim part in one integral process step. 
7. Claims 1 3, 1 6, and 1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lammon (Pub No 2003/0042643) in view of Jourquin et al. (PN 
5662996) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Shockey (PN 35161 17). 

a. With regards to claim 1 3, Lammon teaches that the efficiency of the 
process can be increased through the use of successive work stations for the 
mold parts fl| 0041 ). Lammon does not teach that the mold parts are separated 
form one another and joined at a point in the work station progression and later 
separated again. 

b. Shockey teaches a method for circuit workstation molding in which two 
endless conveyors process laminates in which two sides are adhered by injecting 
material between them (col 1 In 11-25). Shockey addresses an efficiency 
problem of circuit molding to use separately movable mold halves processed 
simultaneously on endless circuits to increase output of final composite products 
as seen in the figure below where separate mold halves are moved 
simultaneously through successive work stations, are brought together to form 
the product and are separated once the product is formed. 



Application/Control Number: 10/595,123 
Art Unit: 1791 



Page 10 




c. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the efficiency increasing molding circuit design of 
Shockey in the molding method of Lammon, because doing so allows for 
increased productivity and efficiency of the molding system. 

d. With regards to claim 16, Shockey teaches moving both mold halves 
simultaneously along the corresponding endless workstation circuits as seen in 
the figure above. 
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e. With regards to claim 17, Shockey teaches using corresponding loops 
containing multiple molds of each type as seen in the figure above. With regards 
to the limitation of a workstation capable of replacing one mold component with a 
different mold component, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have a workstation capable of 
replacing mold parts in order to ensure product consistency if there was a 
problem with one of the mold halves such as fouling, cracking, or some other 
problem that would result in an erred product. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 03/09/2009 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. 

a. With regards to applicant's arguments against Lammon for the 
deficiencies of injection molding, this argument is not persuasive as the rejection 
of the claims is based on the combination of Lammon with Jourquin. The 
combination renders it obvious to chose to spray mold the layers in each mold as 
opposed to the injection molding process argued by the applicant. In response to 
applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are 
based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981 ); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091 , 231 USPQ 375 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). Also with regards to the argument that the method of Lammon 
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is never used in practice, this argument holds no weight as the reference teaches 
the method regardless of whether or not the current artisan uses the method. 

b. With regards to applicant's arguments against Jourquin for the 
deficiencies of subsequent molding steps, cycle times, and location of the 
spraying of the layer, this argument is not persuasive as the rejection of the 
claims is based on the combination of Lammon with Jourquin. The combination 
renders it obvious to modify the process of Lammon in light of Jourquin to use 
low pressure techniques to apply both outer layers in Lammon. In response to 
applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are 
based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 
(Fed.Cir. 1986). 

c. With regards to applicant's arguments as to what one skilled in the art 
would infer from the references, this argument is not persuasive as this is one 
possible conclusion of many to be reached by an artisan and does not preclude 
the conclusion or even experimentation with the method above. 

d. With regards to applicant's arguments with respect to the benefits of the 
invention over the prior art or combined methods, this argument is not persuasive 
evidence of patentability as the applicant has presented mere statements of the 
benefits of the invention not reflected in any claim language or limitations or 
supported by evidence. 
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Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GALEN HAUTH whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5516. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday 8:30am-5:00pm 
ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on (571)272-1 176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/GHH/ 

/Christina Johnson/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



